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The current study longitudinally examined adolescents’ internalization of values in four
domains (drug use, prosocial, school, friends), and how these values were differentially
related to behaviors (delinquency, prosocial behavior, school engagement, and deviant
peer association) as a function of proactive parenting. Participants included 335 adolescents (M age of child at Time 2 ¼ 12.28, SD ¼ .99, 51% female) and their parents. Analyses
examined associations between adolescents’ values at Time 3 and corresponding behaviors
at Time 4, and the moderating role of proactive parenting (assessed at Time 2 using cluster
analysis). Results suggested that adolescents with the most consistent value-congruent
behavior had parents who used deference or reasoned deference as an approach to
proactive parenting, highlighting the importance of autonomy supportive parenting in the
encouragement of self-generated values and corresponding behaviors. Discussion focused
on value-congruent behaviors and associations between values and behaviors across
domains.
Ó 2012 The Foundation for Professionals in Services for Adolescents. Published by Elsevier
Ltd. All rights reserved.

Values are broad, stable goals or motivational constructs that communicate what is important to an individual (Schwartz,
1997) and are often assumed to be reﬂected in behavior, although there are mixed ﬁndings regarding whether or not this is
the case (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2002). Most research examining the link between values and corresponding behavior
examines individual values and behaviors in isolation, presuming that values operate within their speciﬁc domain. However,
other studies have found that while there is signiﬁcant value-behavior congruence, there is also considerable overlap
between values in one domain and behaviors in a different domain (Bardi & Schwartz, 2002; Mueller, 2006; Simons, Simons,
& Conger, 2004). Although these relations have been relatively well established in adult samples, these ﬁndings pay little heed
to the socialization of values, and how the process of internalization may be inﬂuenced by parenting during the developmental years. The correspondence between values and behaviors (both within and across domains) is particularly important
to examine during adolescence when children are increasingly able to reason at higher levels (Carlo, Eisenberg, & Knight,
1992), are establishing values as part of their identity (Erikson, 1968; Knafo & Schwartz, 2004), and are having these new
values tested by sources outside the home, such as peers and media (Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005). If one posits that
values are linked to adolescents’ behaviors and well-being (Hardy & Carlo, 2005; Kasser, Ryan, Zax, & Sameroff, 1995), it is
important to understand the process through which values are acquired, and how socialization might foster correspondence
between values and behaviors, both within and across domains. Thus, the current study used a longitudinal approach to
examine adolescents’ internalization of values in four domains (drug use, prosocial, school, friends), and how these values
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were differentially related to behaviors (delinquency, prosocial behavior, school engagement, and deviant peer association) as
a function of parental socialization.
Internalization of values
Self-Determination Theory (SDT) suggests that internalization of values is the process through which children and
adolescents acknowledge values and then integrate them into their own identities (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Grusec, 2002; Grusec &
Goodnow, 1994), resulting in behaviors that are self-regulated (Grolnick, Deci, & Ryan, 1997). The developmental study of
values lends itself to examining the reasons or motivations for adolescents to endorse a particular value, and the degree to
which it is truly self-generated. Deci and Ryan (1991) added to this notion, explaining that values and behaviors should be
distinguished in the degree to which they are extrinsically (where behavior is motivated by some external source, such as
parents) or intrinsically (where behavior is done freely and spontaneously with little regard to consequence) motivated. More
speciﬁcally, SDT distinguishes four types of regulation. First, behavior can be a result of external regulation, meaning values
and behavior are controlled through punishment or reward. Introjected regulation involves values being taken in but not fully
accepted, meaning behavior is still motivated through external sources such as norms or expectations, and by guilt and blame
avoidance. Identiﬁed regulation is where individuals accept values because they identify with the importance of them and
their corresponding behaviors. Finally, integrated regulation means values are fully incorporated with the individual’s sense of
self, and are in unity with other values, goals, and motivations. Thus, at the lower two levels (external and introjected), valuecongruent behavior, or behavior that is consistent with one’s values, is a result of compliance or control; whereas at the two
higher levels (identiﬁed and integrated), value-congruent behavior is self-generated and autonomous.
This distinction between externally and internally regulated values is important because adolescents whose values are
more internally regulated should display more congruence between values and behaviors because when behaviors are selfgenerated they ﬁll one’s need to feel competent and are more self-deﬁning (Deci & Ryan, 2000), whereas behaviors that are
externally regulated have little incentive and are not likely to be generalized across domain and context. As previously
mentioned, there are few studies that examine the congruence between values and behaviors in multiple domains. Thus, the
current study will focus on four domains that are relevant to the developmental time period of adolescence, namely values
surrounding the avoidance of drug use, prosocial behavior or benevolence, academic achievement, and choosing good friends.
Congruence between values and behaviors
Adolescence is often associated with increased experimentation with substance use and delinquency (Siegel & Scovill,
2000), which when occasional does not have marked deleterious outcomes, but when frequent has been associated with
multiple risky outcomes including lower psychosocial adjustment and health risk. However, internalization of positive values
(e.g., benevolent values such as kindness and honesty) can serve as a protective factor against delinquency and drug use,
evidenced by studies suggesting that having internalized moral or prosocial values has been negatively associated with
delinquent behavior (Tarry & Emler, 2007), risky sex (Ludwig & Pittman, 1999), and hard drug use (Allen, Leadbeater, & Aber,
1990) during adolescence. In addition, a lack of conventional or social values has been associated with antisocial behavior, as
well as residence in juvenile delinquency and rehabilitation centers (Romero, Sobral, Luengo, & Marzoa, 2001). We are not
aware of studies that have examined values speciﬁc to the domain of drug use, so the current study will examine values
regarding the avoidance of drug use as a predictor of delinquency.
In addition, by adolescence prosocial behavior is relatively stable and has been associated with numerous positive
outcomes, including increases in self-efﬁcacy and self-esteem (Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli & Regalia, 2001;
Laible, Carlo, & Roesch, 2004), as well as decreases in anxiety, anger, and trouble at school (Diener & Kim, 2004; Eisenberg
et al., 1996). A sizable body of research has examined the importance of prosocial or benevolent values as they relate to
a variety of positive outcomes during adolescence. Namely, prosocial values have been linked to greater levels of prosocial
behavior (Padilla-Walker, 2007; Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2007), as well as to lower levels of delinquency, risky sexual behavior,
and drug use (Ludwig & Pittman, 1999; Simons et al., 2004), as mentioned above. However, not all of these studies examined
the internalization of values from a SDT perspective, and most studies examined prosocial values in isolation of other values.
For example, it is possible that when values speciﬁc to avoiding drug use are taken into account, prosocial values may no
longer be predictive of behaviors outside the prosocial domain.
Academic achievement is another outcome central to adolescence and is associated with positive social skills (Asher &
Coie, 1990), increased life-satisfaction at the transition to college (Salmela-Aro & Tynkkynen, 2010), and has been shown
to serve as a protective factor against smoking and drinking (Piko & Kovács, 2010), school burnout (Kiuru, Aunola, Nurmi,
Leskinen, & Salema-Aro, 2008), and early sexual activity (Raine et al., 1999) during adolescence. In terms of academic
values, when adolescents have internalized academic hopes and ambitions, they are more motivated to achieve academic
success within the classroom (Gari & Kalantzi-Azizi, 1998; Wigﬁeld & Cambria, 2010). Indeed, adolescents are more likely to
persist and succeed in math, English, and science courses in high school when they believe accomplishment in those areas is
important (Durik, Vida, & Eccles, 2006; Simpkins, Davis-Kean, & Eccles, 2006).
Association with peers also increases during adolescence (Larson & Richards, 1991), which is salient because deviant peer
associations can inﬂuence drug use, GPA, and delinquency (Mounts & Steinberg, 1995). However, when adolescents have
internalized religious or prosocial values, they are less likely to associate with deviant peers (Simons et al., 2004), and
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internalized family values can serve as a protective factor against deviant peer associations and subsequent conduct problems
during adolescence (Germán, Gonzales, & Dumka, 2009). Again, we are unaware of studies speciﬁcally examining values
regarding choosing peers who are a good inﬂuence or who are involved in positive behaviors, so the current study will
examine associations between values and corresponding behaviors within each of these four domains, as well as between
domains, and the role of parenting in the promotion of value-congruent behavior.
Parenting and internalization of values
Internalization of values is fostered by a variety of socializing agents, but those presumably most active in the process are
those agents who have some relationship with the child (Grusec & Kuczynski, 1997), such as a parent. Parents are particularly
effective at fostering internalization of positive values when the relationship is characterized by warmth (Grusec & Lytton,
1988), mutual compliance (Maccoby & Martin, 1983), involvement (Grolnick et al., 1997), and accurate perception and
acceptance of parental values (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Padilla-Walker, 2007). In opposition, an overemphasis on parental
structure, control, and power assertion can diminish feelings of self-generation and internalization as well as long-term
compliance with parental expectations (Grolnick et al., 1997; Kuczynski, 1984). While some parental approaches attempting to socialize values are reactive in nature (e.g., disciplining after misbehavior), other parental approaches can be described
as proactive (Gardner, Sonuga-Barke, & Sayal, 1999; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005), and may be more effective at
communicating values than reactive situations where emotional arousal of the child may be high, oftentimes interfering with
the parental message (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994).
Proactive parenting is comprised of practices that involve anticipatory rather than reactive techniques (Goodnow, 1997;
Padilla-Walker, Christensen, & Day, 2011), and focuses on parents’ attempts to seek opportunities for behavior instruction
before misbehavior has occurred (Holden, 1983; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005). While proactive parenting of younger
children often takes the form of preventative control techniques to encourage compliance (Holden, 1983; Holden & West,
1989), proactive parenting during late childhood and adolescence more often is an attempt to deal with conﬂicting values
that children may be exposed to from sources outside the home, such as peers and media (Padilla-Walker, 2006; PadillaWalker & Thompson, 2005). As with other practices, parents use multiple and differing proactive approaches with their
adolescents at different times, depending on the context of the situation (Grusec & Kuczynski, 1997; Padilla-Walker, 2006)
and the socialization goal. Indeed, proactive parenting may take the form of active solicitation of information to avoid
misbehavior (Kosterman, Hawkins, Guo, Catalano, & Abbott, 2000; Laird, Marrero, & Sentse, 2010; Lansford et al., 2006), as
well as tactics such as teaching, involvement, prohibition, and redirection of attention (Gardner, Ward, Burton, & Wilson,
2003; Mounts, 2002; Nikken & Jansz, 2006).
Although proactive parenting encompasses a variety of parenting behaviors, few researchers have referred to these
parental behaviors as “proactive” parenting, resulting in a relatively diverse body of research. However, recent research has
begun to examine broad categories of proactive parenting representing parents’ attempts to deal with potentially conﬂicting
messages of values, and much of the existing research representing proactive parenting can be subsumed under these three
categories. Cocooning is the ﬁrst broad category of proactive parenting, referring to a parents’ attempts to shield their child
from outside inﬂuences through restricting children’s access to situations where they would witness or engage in behavior
contrary to parental values (Goodnow, 1997; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005). Examples of cocooning include complete
prohibition of certain media inﬂuences (Nathanson, Eveland, Park, & Paul, 2002; Padilla-Walker & Coyne, 2011), delinquent
activities such as drinking (Keijsers, Frijns, Branje, & Meeus, 2009; Kim & Neff, 2010), or of particular friendships (Mounts,
2000). Pre-arming is the second broad category of proactive parenting referring to parents’ anticipation that children will
encounter conﬂicting values in their environment and preemptively “arming” children with strategies to face conﬂicting
values when they occur (Goodnow, 1997). Examples of pre-arming include discussing hostility that a child might face due to
their race (Barr & Neville, 2008), explaining why certain peers may be a bad inﬂuence (Mounts, 2002), or talking about how
portrayals in the media are not realistic (Nathanson, 2001). Deference is the third broad category of proactive parenting, and is
often parents’ active choice to do nothing preemptively in order to show trust and promote autonomy in their children
(Padilla-Walker, 2006; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005). An example of this may be allowing adolescent children to have
unsupervised time with peers, trusting them to stay out of trouble (Borawski, Ievers-Landis, Lovegreen, & Trapl, 2003; Keijsers
et al., 2009). Although deference may sometimes take the form of capitulation to a difﬁcult child or situation, true active
deference is often displayed most effectively with older adolescents and only after years of cocooning or pre-arming have laid
the foundation of internalization of family values (Padilla-Walker & Coyne, 2011; Padilla-Walker, Coyne, Fraser, & Dyer,
in press).
Although these speciﬁc proactive parenting behaviors are useful, parents rarely use one parenting practice in isolation. As
with most parenting practices, parents’ proactive attempts are often used ﬂexibly as a function of characteristics of the child,
the parent, or the situation (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Grusec & Kuczynski, 1980). Indeed, research has found that several
combinations of proactive parenting practices are used commonly by parents, the most frequent being reasoned cocooning
(i.e., where behavior is prohibited, but is coupled with an explanation) and reasoned deference (i.e., where adolescents are
allowed to make their own decision with parental input or discussion), and that different combinations of proactive parenting
approaches are differentially effective at promoting positive adolescent behaviors (Padilla-Walker et al., 2011). In addition,
although the majority of research examining the socialization of values has focused on the direct role of parental autonomy,
for example (Niemiec, Ryan, & Deci, 2010), on adolescents’ self-generated values, or has examined values as mediators
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between parenting and adolescents’ behavior (Padilla-Walker, 2007; Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2007), a person-centered
approach to parenting (i.e., examining combinations of proactive parenting using cluster analysis or latent class analysis)
lends itself to considering parenting more as an overall climate of the parent–child relationship that may inﬂuence the
strength of the relation between values and behaviors, rather than a direct socialization practice (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Current study
Taken together, although research has examined direct relations between proactive parenting and adolescents’ behaviors,
there is less research examining how different approaches to proactive parenting may differentially promote value-congruent
behavior. If proactive parenting is used in an attempt to socialize and teach children family and societal values (Goodnow,
1997; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005), it would follow that different proactive approaches may create varied socialization environments, some of which may foster value-congruent behavior more effectively than others. Indeed, it is likely that
broad approaches to proactive parenting, as assessed using a person-centered approach in the current study, are more
indicative of the emotional climate of the family much in the same way as parenting styles, which are thought to have
a moderating inﬂuence rather than a direct inﬂuence on child outcomes (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Thus, the purpose of the
current study was two-fold. First, using a longitudinal approach, we sought to understand how value-congruent behavior in
four domains (drugs, prosocial, school, friends) was moderated by proactive parenting, or how the strength of the association
between values and corresponding behaviors might differ as a function of proactive parenting (see Fig. 1). This was assessed
by using cluster analysis to determine the combinations of proactive parenting used by parents (Padilla-Walker et al., 2011),
and then conducting a number of simultaneous multiple group path analysis using structural equation modeling. Based on
SDT’s emphasis on parental autonomy granting when fostering self-generated values and behaviors (Niemiec et al., 2010), we
hypothesized that adolescents would display more consistent value-congruent behavior with parental approaches that
included pre-arming (which communicates parental values) and deference (which allows for autonomy), but not in proactive
attempts that included solely cocooning (which is more controlling).
Second, based on research suggesting numerous relations between values and behaviors in non-corresponding domains
(e.g., Laible et al., 2004; Piko & Kovács, 2010; Tarry & Emler, 2007), the current study sought to understand if internalization of
values in one domain was related to behavior in another domain, and whether this was moderated by proactive parenting.
Because most studies examine values in isolation of one another, it is unclear if value-congruent behavior is the norm, or if
values in particular domains are strongly related to multiple behaviors. Given the dearth of research on how adolescents’
values in one domain may inﬂuence behaviors in another domain, and how these relations might be impacted by proactive
parenting, we had no speciﬁc hypotheses in this regard.

Fig. 1. Theoretical path model of value-congruent behaviors in four domains. Note: First purpose of the study was to examine whether the above paths (valuecongruent behaviors) differed in strength as a function of proactive parenting strategy. Second purpose of the study was to examine whether paths from each
value to all four behaviors were signiﬁcant and differed in strength as a function of proactive parenting strategy.
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Method
Participants
The participants for this study were taken from Waves 2, 3 and 4 of the Flourishing Families Project (FFP), which is
a longitudinal study of inner-family life (all waves were approximately 1 year apart) Wave 1 was not used because measures
were not available. The current sample consisted of 335 two-parent families with a child between the ages of 11 and 14 at
Time 2 (M age of child ¼ 12.28, SD ¼ .99, 51% female), 94% of which had complete data at Time 4 (M age of child ¼ 14.32,
SD ¼ .98). Seventy-three percent of fathers, 86% of mothers, and 80% of children were European American, 18% of fathers, 8% of
mothers, and 3% of children were African American, and 9% of fathers, 6% of mothers, and 17% of children were from other
ethnic groups or were multiethnic. Fourteen percent of families made less than $25,000 per year, 16% made between $25,000
and $50,000 a year, and 70% made more than $50,000 per year; with 21% of mothers and 5% of fathers reporting being
unemployed.
Procedure
Participant families for the [project name masked FFP for blind review] were selected from a Northwestern city in the
United States and were interviewed during the ﬁrst eight months of 2007 for Time 1. At Time 1, all families were contacted
directly using a multi-stage recruitment protocol. Of the 692 eligible families contacted, 423 agreed to participate, resulting in
a 61% response rate. For more information regarding participant selection, please see (Padilla-Walker, Harper, & Bean, 2011).
At each wave of data collection, interviewers visited the family’s home and conducted an assessment interview that included
video-taped interactions (not used in current study), as well as questionnaires that were completed in the home (participants
were encouraged to complete questionnaires in separate rooms and not to discuss answers during administration). Both
parents and children completed informed consent documents at the start of each in-home visit, and the project was approved
by the institutional review board at the university from which the research originated. The most frequent reasons cited by
families for not wanting to participate in the study were lack of time and concerns about privacy. It is important to note that
there were very few missing data at either time point. As interviewers collected each segment of the in-home interview,
questionnaires were screened for missing answers and double marking.
Measures
Proactive parenting
Mothers and fathers responded to nine items at Time 2 on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always) to
assess three types of proactive parenting practices found in previous studies: cocooning, pre-arming, and deference. This
scale has been used on adolescent populations in the past and has been found to be reliable and valid (Padilla-Walker, 2006;
Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005). Parents were asked to think of how frequently they used a variety of intentional and
active approaches to socialize their children before transgression has occurred. Sample items for cocooning (three, a ¼ .77 for
mothers, .72 for fathers), pre-arming (three items, a ¼ .75 for mothers, .79 for fathers) and deference (three items, a ¼ .70 for
mothers, .65 for fathers) include, “How often do you shelter your child from inﬂuences that might be negative in order to
avoid misbehavior before it occurs?”, “How often do you talk to your child about rules in order to avoid misbehavior before it
occurs?,” and “How often do you allow your child to be exposed to inﬂuences that might be negative because you want your
child to know that you trust their choices?” respectively.
Internalization of values
Internalization of values was measured at Time 3 with 20 items adapted from the Prosocial Self-Regulation Questionnaire used by Ryan and Connell (1989). Adolescents were asked to rate the importance of four different reasons why they
might or might not engage in a certain behavior, including avoiding drug use (4 items), engaging in prosocial behavior (8
items that were combined: 4 representing kindness and 4 honesty), doing well in school (4 items), and choosing good
friends (4 items), on a scale from 1 (not at all important) to 5 (very important). Of the four items for each domain, there was
one for each of the four forms of values regulation posited by Deci and Ryan (1991), including external (e.g., “I try to avoid
drinking, drugs, smoking, etc. because I will get in trouble if I do any of those things.”), introjected (e.g., I try to be honest
because my parents will be disappointed if I am not honest.”), identiﬁed (e.g., “I choose good friends because I think it’s
important to have friends who are a good inﬂuence.”), and integrated (e.g., “I try to do well in school because I enjoy doing
my school work.”).
Composite scores for each domain or type of value were created by differentially weighting individual scores on the four
levels (2 for external, 1 for introjected, þ1 for identiﬁed, and þ2 for integrated), as done by Grolnick and Ryan (1989). This
relative autonomy composite indicates the degree to which adolescents prefer using more internalized regulation (identiﬁed
and integrated) as compared to less internalized regulation (external and introjected). Although the items used in the present
study have not all been used previously, the general measurement format has demonstrated adequate reliability and validity
in prior studies (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989; Ryan & Connell, 1989). Although only composite scores were used, the current items
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displayed adequate reliability when calculated across domains as 5-item scales representing external (a ¼ .70), introjected
(a ¼ .77), identiﬁed (a ¼ .74), and integrated (a ¼ .67) regulation.
Delinquency
Adolescents’ delinquent behaviors were assessed at Time 4 using mother (a ¼ .77), father (a ¼ .66), and child (a ¼ .77)
reports of 9 items regarding antisocial behaviors (Barber, Stolz, Olsen, & Maughn, 2005). Sample items include “I (my child)
uses alcohol or drugs,” and “I (my child) smokes cigarettes or chews tobacco” and were assessed on a scale ranging from 0 (not
true) to 2 (very true or often true). A latent variable was created for delinquency using mean scale scores reported by mother,
father, and child reports.
Prosocial behavior
Adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward family members was measured at Time 4 using mother, father, and child-report of
9 items adapted from the Kindness and Generosity (Peterson & Seligman, 2004). The original measure was designed to assess
behavior toward strangers, and the current study adapted these items to target prosocial behavior toward family members
(“I (my child) really enjoy(s) doing small favors for my family”) on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not like me/my child at
all) to 5 (very much like me/my child). Mothers (a ¼ .90), fathers (a ¼ .91), and adolescents (a ¼ .91) reported on the
adolescents’ prosocial behavior toward family members, and mean scale scores were used to create a latent variable representing prosocial behavior toward family.
School engagement
Adolescents’ level of emotional and behavioral functioning at school was assessed at Time 4 using mother (a ¼ .88), father
(a ¼ .89), and child (a ¼ .85) reports of the School Engagement Scale (Fredericks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004). Respondents
were asked the degree to which they agreed or disagreed with items such as “I (my child) pay attention in class” and “I (my
child) feel support from my teachers at school.” Responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A latent
variable was created for school engagement using mean scale scores of mother, father and child reports.
Deviant peer association
Association with deviant peers was assessed using 11 items adapted from Elliott, Huizinga, and Ageton (1985). Adolescents
reported on how many of their friends participated in delinquent behaviors such as “Purposely damage or destroy property”
and “Get in ﬁghts at school.” Responses ranged on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (none of my friends) to 5 (all of my
friends), with higher scores indicating higher levels of deviant peer association (a ¼ .87).
Results
Descriptive statistics and correlations
T-tests were conducted to determine if proactive parenting practices varied as a function of parent gender, and revealed
that there were no signiﬁcant differences between mothers’ (M ¼ 2.75, SD ¼ .86) and fathers’ (M ¼ 2.66, SD ¼ .81) cocooning
(r ¼ .36, p < .001) or mothers’ (M ¼ 3.04, SD ¼ .74) and fathers’ (M ¼ 3.08, SD ¼ .69) deference (r ¼ .41, p < .001), but mothers
(M ¼ 3.44, SD ¼ .81) reported using pre-arming more than did fathers (M ¼ 3.27, SD ¼ .85; r ¼ .19, p < .01), t(305) ¼ 2.82,
p < .01. Means, standard deviations, ranges, and correlations for all study variables are presented in Table 1. It should be noted
that values in all domains were signiﬁcantly associated with their corresponding behaviors, and in many cases, values were as
strongly or more strongly related to behaviors outside their domain as those within their domain, especially school values. It
should also be noted that all four values were signiﬁcantly associated with one another.
Cluster analysis
Ward’s hierarchical clustering procedure was conducted on the three proactive parenting practices (cocooning, prearming, and deference), separately for mothers and fathers. Using the hierarchical approach in an attempt to maximize
the differences between clusters, we determined the number of clusters by treating each parent as a separate cluster and then
combining the most similar parents systematically until there was one, all-inclusive cluster (Ward, 1963). In order to
determine the number of clusters, ﬁrst we examined hierarchical dendrogram and agglomeration coefﬁcients (Bergman,
Magnusson, & El-Khouri, 2003). Dendrograms revealed that there were between 3 and 4 clusters for both mothers and
fathers. When examining agglomeration coefﬁcients, the number of clusters is determined based on the relative stability in
change in the agglomeration coefﬁcient from one stage to the next (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998). This examination
supported a 3-cluster solution for mothers and a 4-cluster solution for fathers. Finally, conceptually the 3-cluster solution for
mothers was consistent with past research and had appropriate numbers of mothers per cluster, whereas the 4-cluster
solution for mothers resulted in a fourth group that was not meaningfully different and was very small in size. For fathers,
the 4-cluster solution was the most conceptually and statistically sound.
When comparing mothers’ and fathers’ cluster solutions, three very similar clusters emerged for both parents. Cluster 1(n
mother ¼ 38, 12%; n father ¼ 84, 28%) consisted of parents who reported moderate levels of cocooning (z mother ¼ .38, z
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Table 1
Means, standard deviations, and correlations between values and behaviors.
1
1. Drug values CR
2. Prosocial values CR
3. School values CR
4. Friend values CR
5. Delinquency MR
6. Delinquency FR
7. Delinquency CR
8. Prosocial beh MR
9. Prosocial beh FR
10. Prosocial beh CR
11. School eng MR
12. School eng FR
13. School eng CR
14. Deviant Peer
Association CR
Mean
SD
Range

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

–
.35***
.25***
.33***
.25***
.22***
.32***
.02
.03
.06
.14*
.15*
.25***
.30***

–
.51***
.52***
.19**
.12
.19**
.14*
.22***
.26***
.15**
.20**
.23***
.24***

–
.40***
.26***
.24***
.26***
.20***
.22***
.33***
.36***
.38***
.48***
.34***

–
.14*
.08
.15*
.03
.08
.12*
.15*
.15*
.17**
.27***

–
.70***
.49***
.27***
.26***
.15**
.48***
.41***
.38***
.34***

–
.56***
.26***
.34***
.13*
.50***
.55***
.39***
.39***

–
.19** –
.16**
.67***
.24*** .45***
.35*** .35***
.30*** .37***
.44*** .28***
.67*** .17**

–
.38*** –
.28***
.27*** –
.48***
.25*** .76*** –
.24***
.48*** .61***
.57*** –
.14*
.28*** .37*** .26*** .46*** –

.35
3.02
1.99
1.48
.10
.11
.19
3.29
3.41
3.93
3.74
3.71
3.64
1.39
2.67
2.32
3.39
2.37
.17
.17
.24
.83
.85
.79
.68
.70
.61
.50
9.0–9.0 3.5–9.0 9.0–9.0 7.0–9.0 0–1.33 0–1.22 0–1.44 1.56–4.67 1.22–5.0 1.0–5.0 1.38–5.0 1.88–5.0 2.0–5.0 1.0–3.82

Note: CR ¼ child report, MR ¼ mother report, FR ¼ father report.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

father ¼ .16) and low levels of pre-arming (z mother ¼ 1.16, z father ¼ .76), and deference (z mother ¼ 1.19, z father ¼ .44).
This cluster will be referred to as Cocooning Parents because of the three practices, cocooning seemed to be the most central.
Cluster 2 (n mother ¼ 167, 53%; n father ¼ 58, 18%) consisted of parents who reported relatively high levels of deference (z
mother ¼ .63, z father ¼ .68), but moderate to low levels of pre-arming (z mother ¼ .26, z father ¼ 1.14) and cocooning (z
mother ¼ .54, z father ¼ 1.04). This cluster will be referred to as Actively Deferring Parents because for these parents, the
decision to act in a deferring manner was an active choice of how to respond before misbehavior occurred. Cluster 3 (n
mother ¼ 113, 36%; n father ¼ 101, 33%) consisted of parents who reported relatively low levels of deference (z mother ¼ .54, z
father ¼ .52), but moderate to high levels of pre-arming (z mother ¼ .78, z father ¼ .75) and cocooning (z mother ¼ .92, z
father ¼ .88). This cluster will be referred to as Reasoned Cocooning Parents because these parents largely sheltered their
children from conﬂicting inﬂuences even before misbehavior occurred, but provided reasoning for those decisions.
For fathers only, a fourth cluster emerged (n father ¼ 65, 21%) and consisted of parents who reported relatively low levels
of cocooning (z father ¼ .67), but moderate to high levels of pre-arming (z father ¼ .76) and deference (z father ¼ .82). This
cluster will be referred to as Reasoned Deferring Parents because these parents (fathers) balanced discussing concerns with
their child with trusting the child to make independent decisions before misbehavior occurred.
Proactive parenting as a moderator of value-congruent behavior
In order to assess the moderating role of proactive parenting, models were estimated using Analysis of Moments Structure
(AMOS) software (Arbuckle, 2010). First a measurement model was estimated with all latent outcome variables (delinquency,
prosocial behavior, and school engagement) and yielded acceptable ﬁt, X2 (16) ¼ 47.047, p < .001, CFI ¼ .980, RMSEA ¼ .064,
with all factor loadings on latent variables statistically signiﬁcant with values ranging from .54 to .93. Next, structural models
were estimated (separately for mother and father) modeling the four types of values at Time 3 (drugs, prosocial, school, and
friends) as predictors of their corresponding behaviors at Time 4 (delinquency, prosocial behavior, school engagement, and
deviant peer association). In addition, structural paths were estimated from each value to all behavioral outcomes across
domains (all direct paths). Gender was used as a control variable in all models but did not impact results, so it was left out for
parsimony. To test for group differences as a function of proactive parenting cluster at Time 2, a multi-group model was
estimated and compared using a X2 difference test. This approach assesses moderation of strength (Bentler, 1995; Garcia &
Kandemir, 2006; Sharma, Durand, & Gur-Arie, 1981), which assesses the strength of the relation between the predictors
and criterion variable, and how this might differ across levels of a qualitative variable (in this case, proactive parenting
strategy). Moderation of strength is best modeled using multiple group analyses, which in the current study was achieved by
conducting a multiple group simultaneous path analysis (see Fig. 1).
For mothers, constraining one path at a time revealed that constraining three paths to be equal across clusters resulted in
a decrease in model ﬁt (the path from drug avoidance values to delinquency, the path from prosocial values to delinquency, and
the path from friend values to delinquency), so these three paths were left free to vary across clusters, and all others were
constrained to be equal across clusters. It should be noted that only one of the paths left free to vary represented a valuecongruent behavior, the path from drug avoidance values to delinquency. This ﬁnal model yielded acceptable ﬁt (X2
(132) ¼ 223.566, p < .001; CFI ¼ .954, TLI ¼ .91, RMSEA ¼ .041). For cocooning mothers, drug avoidance values (b ¼ .57, p < .001)
and prosocial values (b ¼ .39, p < .05) were signiﬁcantly related to delinquency; and drug avoidance values were signiﬁcantly
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related to deviant peer association (b ¼ .30, p < .05). For actively deferring mothers, drug avoidance values were associated
with delinquency (b ¼ .35, p < .001), prosocial values were associated with prosocial behaviors (b ¼ .19, p < .05), school values
were associated with school engagement (b ¼ .43, p < .001), and friend values (b ¼ .15, p < .05) were associated with deviant
peer association. For reasoned cocooning mothers, school values were signiﬁcantly related to school engagement (b ¼ .59,
p < .001), delinquency (b ¼ .36, p < .001), prosocial behavior (b ¼ .37, p < .01), and deviant peer association (b ¼ .30, p < .01).
For fathers, constraining one path at a time revealed that constraining six of the paths to be equal across clusters resulted in
a decrease in model ﬁt (the path from prosocial values to prosocial behavior, the path from drug avoidance values to prosocial
behavior, the path from drug avoidance values to school engagement, the path from prosocial values to school engagement, the
path from prosocial values to deviant peer association, the path from school values to delinquency), so these six paths were left
free to vary across clusters, and all others were constrained to be equal across clusters. It should be noted that only one of the
paths left free to vary represented a value-congruent behavior. This ﬁnal model yielded acceptable ﬁt (X2 (176) ¼ 253.049,
p < .001; CFI ¼ .953, TLI ¼ .90, RMSEA ¼ .037). For all four clusters, drug avoidance values were related to delinquency
(b ¼ .014, b range from .24 to .35, p < .001), school values were related to school engagement (b ¼ .073, b range from .42 to
.49, p < .001) and prosocial behavior (b ¼ .048, b range from .20 to .30, p < .001); and friend (b ¼ .025, b range from .12 to
.13, p < .05), and drug avoidance (b ¼ .025, b range from .12 to .17, p < .01) values were related to deviant peer association.
For those paths that were free to vary across clusters, for all fathers except reasoned deferring fathers, school values were
related to delinquency (b ranged from .26 to .32, p < .05). For cocooning fathers, school values were also related to deviant
peer association (b ¼ .34, p < .001). For reasoned cocooning fathers, drug avoidance values were related to school
engagement (b ¼ .35, p < .001) and school values were related to delinquency (b ¼ .32, p < .001) and deviant peer association
(b ¼ .37, p < .001). For reasoned deferring fathers, prosocial values were related to prosocial behavior (b ¼ .32, p < .05).
Discussion
The current study sought to examine the moderating role of proactive parenting on adolescents’ value-congruent
behaviors in four different domains: drug use, prosocial behavior, school, and friends. Based on Self-Determination Theory
(SDT), it was hypothesized that proactive approaches using both autonomy and communication would lead to the most
consistent value-congruent behaviors (Knafo & Assor, 2007) because these practices would be more likely to promote feelings
of self-generation (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Niemiec et al., 2010). In general, ﬁndings were only partially consistent with
hypotheses. More speciﬁcally, maternal use of active deference and paternal use of reasoned deference were the only
approaches the resulted in signiﬁcant value-congruent behaviors in all four domains, but moderation analyses were not
always statistically signiﬁcant. The current study also sought to explore the moderating role of proactive parenting in relation
to congruence between adolescents’ values and behaviors in different domains. Findings suggested a number of associations
between values and behaviors in different domains, and found that proactive parenting moderated these paths in several
cases, suggesting that the over-arching emotional climate of the parent–child relationship is an important variable to consider
when examining the associations between adolescents’ values and behaviors (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Value-congruent behaviors
Consistent with past research (Grusec & Kuczynski, 1980; Padilla-Walker et al., 2011), the current study suggested that
mothers and fathers displayed ﬂexibility in their proactive parenting, with results revealing parents who took different
approaches to proactive parenting, including cocooning, deferring, reasoned cocooning, and reasoned deferring parents.
These ﬁndings suggest utility in continuing to examine proactive parenting from a person-centered approach which allows
for examining parenting in more nuanced detail rather than exploring practices in isolation of one another (Grusec &
Goodnow, 1994). While past research suggests that proactive parenting is related to numerous positive outcomes in children and adolescents (Mounts, 2002; Nathanson, 1999), the current study added to this body of research by suggesting that
broad approaches to proactive parenting may be indicative of family environments or climates that differentially foster
values-congruent behaviors (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
For maternal parenting, while all three proactive approaches revealed associations between values and behaviors, the only
proactive approach that displayed value-congruent behavior in all four domains was active deference (which was also notably
the largest maternal cluster). These ﬁndings are consistent with SDT’s emphasis on parental autonomy granting as a means
whereby parents can foster adolescents’ self-generated behaviors, and suggests that even a general family climate of
autonomy (as compared to speciﬁc parenting strategies that promote autonomy and are directly related to self-generated
values) might inﬂuence internalization of values (Niemiec et al., 2010). While studies have suggested that during early
adolescence deference may not be an appropriate proactive strategy to use in isolation (Padilla-Walker et al., 2011), these
ﬁndings suggest that as children reach mid-adolescence, allowing them to make their own decisions may result in numerous
positive outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Silk, Morris, Kanaya, & Steinberg, 2003). In-depth interviews with parents suggest that
parental deference is often used during adolescence after parents feel they have adequately communicated family values
(either via pre-arming or cocooning) when their child was younger (Denham et al., 2000; Padilla-Walker & Thompson, 2005),
and that deference is now the parent’s attempt to display trust in their child. Parents who use active deference by no means
feel uninvolved in their adolescent’s life, but rather, purport that if they see behavior inﬂuenced by conﬂicting values they will
intervene, but until that point, they will allow autonomy (Padilla-Walker, 2006).
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In terms of paternal parenting, the only proactive approach that displayed value-congruent behavior in the prosocial
domain (as well as the other three) was reasoned deference. These ﬁndings further support the importance of parental
autonomy granting in the promotion of value-congruent behaviors (Deci & Ryan, 2000), and also suggest the importance of
parental communication of values (Milevsky, Szuchman, & Milevsky, 2008), which likely promotes prerequisites to internalization such as accurate perception of parental values (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994; Padilla-Walker, 2007). It is not clear why
fathers’ use of reasoned deference was more salient, while mothers’ use of deference (without reasoning) seemed to be most
effective, but future research should continue to examine the differences between maternal and paternal proactive parenting,
and how parent and child gender might be associated with effectiveness of parenting strategy. Taken together, these ﬁndings
have implications for our understanding of the role of parenting on adolescents’ internalization of values, and suggest utility
in not only examining direct and indirect associations between parenting and adolescent outcomes, but also examining the
broader family climate or environment (e.g., controlling vs. autonomy granting) as an important moderating inﬂuence
between children’s own characteristics (e.g., values) and their subsequent behaviors (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Values promoting behaviors across domains
Although many studies examine value-congruent behavior within a single domain, research suggests that values also
inﬂuence behavior across domains (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2002), suggesting that some values might have further reaching
impact than others. Indeed, a careful examination of bivariate correlations in the current study suggested that all values were
signiﬁcantly associated with their corresponding behaviors, but were also often correlated at similar levels with behaviors
outside of their domain. In addition, values related to doing well in school appeared to be the most consistently associated
with behaviors in all four domains, suggesting a potential fruitful avenue for future research and implications for parents and
educators regarding the importance of socializing values related to academic achievement.
In terms of the role of parenting on the relations between values and behaviors, although in the current study some form of
deference was the parental approach resulting in the most consistent value-congruent behaviors, other proactive approaches
moderated the associations between values and behaviors across domains more often than they did value-congruent
behaviors. Namely, mothers and fathers who used predominantly cocooning had children whose values were primarily
associated with delinquency and deviant peer association. It is possible that parents who shield their children from negative
inﬂuences might also focus on helping their children to avoid situations that might involve risk, such as delinquency and
association with deviant peers (Pratt, Hunsberger, Pancer, & Alisat, 2003). Future research should examine the speciﬁc values
that are communicated and the messages that are received during interactions that involve parental cocooning. Indeed, if
these parents are focusing on avoidance of misbehavior (rather than the encouragement of positive behavior), adolescents
may develop value systems where multiple domains of values all contribute to one’s avoidance of negative behaviors and
situations, to the detriment of the development of positive value-behavior congruence.
Further, reasoned cocooning mothers and cocooning and reasoned cocooning fathers (notably the largest paternal cluster)
had children whose school values were associated with school engagement, but were also associated with many of the other
adolescent behaviors. Again, it is possible that parents who use higher levels of control (perhaps combined with discussion) in
proactive strategies may also have high expectations for their children, especially in the domain of scholastic competence.
Because these associations held across both parents, suggesting a meaningful pattern as a function of restrictive and
communicative proactive parenting, it would be interesting for future research to examine the types of values that are
promoted by parents who take different proactive approaches to determine whether parents who share particular values also
approach proactive parenting in a similar fashion, or whether moderately controlling parenting is merely associated with the
avoidance of misbehavior and encouragement of scholastic competence, regardless of parental values. These ﬁndings may
have implications for character education programs and intervention programs that focus on parent–child relationships and
children’s internalization of positive values. If future research can more clearly understand the types of values (if any) being
communicated by parents who take different proactive approaches, it might be possible to help parents communicate their
values in a more effective way or to suggest strategies for parents or educators who might want to promote a particular
behavior (e.g., academic achievement) in their child. Given that parenting was not always moderating these associations, it
will also be important for future research to more carefully examine the development of values internalization and the role of
other socialization sources (e.g., peers, media), in addition to the values held by the larger culture.
Limitations and conclusions
The current study was not without limitations. Namely, despite the longitudinal design of the current study, the nature of
the data precludes causal inferences. In addition, because of the desire to include fathers, the current study focused solely on
two-parent families, and is thus not generalizable to all family types. It will be important for future research to examine how
proactive parenting might differ in single-parent or divorced families, as well as low-income and ethnically diverse families,
and how this might inﬂuence value-congruent behaviors. Research suggests that minority parents use a great deal of
proactive parenting in their attempts to prepare their children for inevitable discrimination (Barr & Neville, 2008; Harrison,
Wilson, Pine, & Chan, 1990), so this is a fruitful area for future research. In addition, although using multiple reporters of child
behavior was a strength of the current study, future research should also consider including teacher reports or observational
data of behavior where relevant, in an attempt to provide another perspective outside of the family. Further, although
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patterns differed as a function of proactive parenting cluster, these differences were not always statistically signiﬁcantly
different as a function of cluster, suggesting a lack of moderation for some instances of value-congruent behaviors. It is
possible that this is an issue of lack of power given the person-centered approach, which should be examined in future
research. It is also possible that any proactive approach is effective at promoting value-congruent behavior in some domains,
which may be a function of additional socialization inﬂuences outside the family that promote similar values. Indeed,
proactive parenting more often moderated the link between values and behaviors in different domains, suggesting that
perhaps value-congruent behavior is already established by this developmental age, and that parental approaches to the
socialization of values during adolescence is more likely to result in congruence between values and a variety of other
behaviors that may be salient during this time period. Future research should more carefully examine this possibility. Finally,
in the current study proactive parenting was measured broadly, and the person-centered approach likely taps more into the
over-arching climate of proactive parenting than it does speciﬁc practices in speciﬁc situations (Darling & Steinberg, 1993).
Indeed, research on proactive parenting that is speciﬁc to peer (Mounts, 2002) or media inﬂuences (Nathanson, 1999) may
ﬁnd that proactive parenting practices operate differently as a function of context, and are more directly related to children’s
behaviors. So although proactive parenting as conceptualized broadly in the current study provides a helpful framework for
organizing a variety of literatures, additional research is needed on the speciﬁc practices parents use, the form that these
practices take (e.g., does pre-arming take the form of discussion, derogatory comments about the values of another, etc), and
how these forms may vary as a function of context (e.g., peers vs. media).
Despite these limitations, the current study makes a number of important contributions to the current literature on the
internalization of values. First, ﬁndings suggest that although proactive approaches, including pre-arming and cocooning,
may be effective earlier in adolescence (Padilla-Walker et al., 2011), that parents who allow increased autonomy as their
children get older have adolescents with more consistent value-congruent behavior. Given that values are only valuable as
socialization tools inasmuch as they are reﬂected in behaviors, while parents may believe that sheltering their child is the best
way to protect them from conﬂicting messages of values, ﬁndings did not support this. It is important to note that although it
could not be determined in the current study, it is likely that deference is effective because of the developmental appropriateness of this approach for this age group, and that parents are most effective when they use the appropriate levels of
control and autonomy as their children develop, potentially using higher levels of cocooning and especially pre-arming while
children are younger, and less so as they get older (Padilla-Walker et al., in press).
Second, the current study contributed signiﬁcantly to our understanding of the associations between values and behaviors
in different domains, suggesting that these associations are moderated by parents’ proactive approach. Indeed, the current
ﬁndings raised the possibility that depending on what values and behaviors are emphasized through each proactive
approach, various values may all be associated with a particular behavior, or a speciﬁc value may be associated with a wide
variety of behaviors. Although parents likely communicate values in a variety of ways, it is possible that parents who feel
strongly about particular values may stress those values to the extent that they are reﬂected both in behaviors within and
outside of their respective domain. For example, if a particular family greatly values education, and teaches and socializes this
in their children, those children might make numerous choices (e.g., who to spend time with, whether or not to engage in
behavior that might jeopardize their future) based on their desire to do well in school. This may be particularly salient as
a function of the content of parent-child conversations surrounding values, which is a fruitful area for future research.
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